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Abstract—Listeners in a foreign language will not be able to activate the full range of strategies available to a 
native speaker. Because of variables such as language proficiency, motivation, age, aptitude and the like, they 
will be at various stages of approximation to full competence. One way to eliminate the obstacles to efficient 
listening comprehension is strategy instruction. The present study attempted to explore the impact of the 
explicit instruction of cognitive and memory strategies on IELTS candidates' listening comprehension. The 
sample consisted of 88 adult male/female EFL learners who attended IELTS preparation classes regularly, and 
were randomly assigned into three groups. Two groups were as experimental groups, in which eight memory 
and cognitive strategies were taught explicitly, whereas the third group did not benefit from the explicit 
instruction of strategies. The analysis of the data showed that the experimental groups outperformed the 
control group in listening, but the difference between the two experimental groups was not statistically 
significant. In fact, in both groups in which cognitive or memory strategies were taught explicitly, the mean 
scores in listening comprehension did not prove to be significant. In further analysis, the applicants' gender 
did not make a difference in listening comprehension. 
 
Index Terms—explicit integrated strategies instruction, memory/cognitive strategies, listening comprehension 
 
I.  INTRODUCTION 
The role of learners and learning strategies has been emphasized in effective learning. The instruction of strategies 
has been recommended by different scholars because using strategies is an important factor in successful language 
learning (Dreyer & Nel, 2003; Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, Lavine, Nyikos, & Sutter, 1990). 
The traditional approaches to the teaching of listening are not effective. In such approaches, listeners review the 
vocabulary, listen to the text, get an idea of it, and try to answer the questions. In fact, when listeners are expected to 
listen to a sample, and answer the questions related to it, they are not learning how to listen, but rather they are being 
tested to see whether they would comprehend the text or not. In teaching learners how to listen, some researchers 
emphasized strategy instruction (Carrell, 1998; Klingner & Vaughn, 2000). 
Although listening had not been paid much attention in the past, it remains one of the most important skills in 
language learning in EFL/ESL contexts (Berne, 1998; Clement, 2007; Oxford, 1993; Rubin, 1994).The first step to 
acquire a second or foreign language is listening comprehension (Liu, 2009). In fact, listening is the first encounter with 
the target language for non-native speakers when they are exposed to it (Berne, 2004). Although it is important for 
language learners to develop listening ability in real interaction, we seldom teach them to learn how to listen effectively 
(Berne, 2004; Vandergrift, 2007). 
In the past decades, listening was defined as the listeners’ abilities to listen to recorded samples, and be able to 
answer the questions, without having been instructed any strategies, skills, and techniques to help them complete such 
tasks (Field, 1998). No textbook was for teaching listening in a second language until the 1970s. It was assumed that 
through practice, listeners would automatically develop their abilities to comprehend the spoken texts. That is, listeners 
while being exposed to oral language would develop listening skills through repetition and imitation (Clement, 2007). 
However, in recent years, many researchers (Carrier, 2003; Berne, 2004; Chamot, 2004; Clement, 2007; Liu, 2009; 
Graham, Santos, & Vanderplank, 2011) indicated that the focus has shifted to the development and use of language 
learning strategies. 
Language learning strategies are the conscious thoughts and actions that learners take to accomplish a learning goal 
(Chamot, 2004). Strategies in listening comprehension are classified into three categories: metacognitive, cognitive, and 
socio-affective strategies due to the level or type of processing. According to O’Malley and Chamot (1990), 
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metacognitive strategies involve planning for learning, monitoring of one’s comprehension or production, thinking 
about the learning process while it is taking place, and assessing an activity when it is accomplished. Cognitive 
strategies are limited to certain learning activities and involve direct manipulation of the learning material. Socio-
affective strategies involve social-mediating activities and are more concerned with interaction with others. 
A set of memory and cognitive strategies have been examined in the present study. Oxford (1990) classified these 
two categories into some distinct strategies. Memory strategies are such as semantic mapping, using keywords, 
structured reviewing, using mechanical techniques, grouping, associating or elaborating, placing new words into a 
context, and using imagery. Cognitive strategies are such as translating, analyzing expressions, getting the idea quickly, 
taking notes, recombining, highlighting, summarizing, and transferring. From among memory and cognitive strategies, 
these eight strategies were selected to be instructed to IELTS candidates due to practicality reason. These strategies 
were taught during IELTS preparation course and then integrated by the participants while listening to samples. 
Modes of Strategy Instruction 
Regarding strategies instruction, two issues have been put forward (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). One was to decide 
whether to teach strategies through embedded instruction or through explicit instruction. The second issue was to decide 
whether to teach strategy in a separate way or integrated with classroom instruction. 
In embedded strategy instruction, learners are guided by the teacher through getting involved in activities and 
materials while not being consciously aware of the use and benefits of a certain strategy. By contrast, in explicit strategy 
instruction, learners get informed of the value and purpose of a certain strategy, and are taught consciously how to use 
that strategy in a new context (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). 
Taking the second issue into account, the researchers who advocate integrated strategy instruction claim that 
integrating strategy training into students’ learning activities enables them to apply the strategies in real life situations 
and transfer them to other tasks and activities (Chamot, et al., 1999; Kendall & Khuon, 2006; Oxford, 2002; Zhang, 
2008). However, the advocates of separate instruction find two faults with integrated strategy instruction; first, after the 
instruction period, learners cannot apply strategies to other new tasks, and second, all language teachers cannot be 
trained to have integrated strategies instruction in their classes (Gu, 1996). Following explicit instruction of strategies, 
Chamot (2004) claimed that language teachers should integrate instruction into their regular course work, rather than 
providing a separate strategy course. 
While there has been some challenge between the embedded and explicit instruction, explicit instruction was 
proposed by some researchers (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Cohen, 1998; Oxford, 2002). As O’Malley and Chamot 
(1990) claimed “early research on training learning strategies following the embedded approach found little transfer of 
training to new tasks” (p.153). In line with these two researchers, other scholars (Ozeki, 2000; Carrier, 2003; Shen, 
2003; Clement, 2007) focused on explicit strategy instruction, which has shown to be useful in maintaining strategy use 
over time and using strategies for novel tasks in new contexts. 
Studies on Strategy Instruction 
Studies done on successful language learners (DeFillipis, 1980; Laviosa, 1991a & l99lb; Murphy, 1985; O'Malley, 
Chamot, & Kupper 1989; Rost & Ross 1991; Vandergrift 1992) explored a number of cognitive and metacognitive 
strategies that listeners use. As Derry and Murphy (1986) maintain cognitive strategies are behaviors, techniques, or 
actions used by learners to acquire knowledge or skill, or to tackle the problems they encounter. Such strategies are 
elaborating, inferencing, predicting listening to the known, and visualization. Metacognitive strategies are the 
supervision that learners have on their learning process, the control they have on their learning process. Such strategies 
are functional planning, monitoring, reality testing, self-assessing, evaluating, and improving their learning approaches 
(Rubin, 1990). There is a consensus among researchers that successful language learners use strategies. Murphy (1985) 
claims that successful language learners use strategies flexibly depending on the situation, and O'Malley, Chamot and 
Kupper (1989) believe that they use self-monitoring strategy. 
According to Laviosa (1991a),“the efficiency or inefficiency of any particular strategy employed appears to depend 
not only on the listeners’ L2 knowledge, but mainly on individual differences in perceiving the problems and on their 
ability to employ strategies and manage the use of a variety of strategies" (p.109). Scholar believe that it is not just the 
sequence of strategies which makes a distinction between expert and novice language learners, but the way they use 
self-management to define tasks, perform effectively, select the strategies and evaluate their effectiveness (Vann & 
Abraham 1990; Chamot & O'Malley, 1994). 
In a longitudinal study, Thompson and Rubin (1996) examined the impact of cognitive and metacognitive strategy 
instruction on 36 college level L2 learners’ listening comprehension based on 15 hours of video instruction. In the 
experimental group, the participants were taught to develop cognitive and metacognitive strategies in the form of a 
treatment, while in the control group, the participants watched videos to initiate some speaking and writing activities. 
The results of the final video test indicated that the experimental group performed significantly higher than the control 
group, whereas in the audio test the two groups showed no difference. Their study as the first longitudinal, classroom-
based strategy instruction, regardless of its short research period and relatively insufficient results, showed the 
importance of listening strategy instruction. 
In another study in Taiwan, Chen (2009) explored the effect of strategy instruction on listening performance in a 
regular college EFL class over a 14 week span with 31 non-English major students. The focus of the study was to teach 
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metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective listening strategies integrated to an extension of the listening curriculum. 
Within each strategy category, the researcher detected selective strategies that had been proven effective in the literature. 
The results revealed that the participants acquired higher awareness and control in their strategy use. In each specific 
category of strategy, there were some important findings.  Inferencing, replay, and understanding each word were 
among the most common cognitive strategies used by students. Regarding metacognitive strategies, although learners 
used various strategies predominantly during the treatment at different periods, as a whole, they used metacognitive 
strategies fairly equally. In socio-affective strategies, low and average proficiency language learners showed a great 
increase in their use.  
II.  METHOD 
A.  Participants 
Some IELTS applicants (about 100) were given a language proficiency test to check for their homogeneity before 
presenting the treatment. Those participants whose scores fell one standard deviation below or above the mean (88 
applicants) were selected and included in the final sample based on non-random availability sampling. They were from 
Afarinesh Language Institute in Tehran. Also, gender was included as a moderator variable; thus, both male and female 
candidates were selected. Three groups of participants were included in the study. The first group (30 learners) received 
explicit instruction on memory strategies (the first experimental group), while the other one (32 learners) received 
explicit instruction on cognitive strategies (the second experimental group) and the third group (26 learners) used the 
conventional prevalent techniques for practicing IELTS listening comprehension (the control group). 
B.  Materials 
The teaching materials employed were 16 IELTS listening samples used in three groups. However, in the first group, 
the listening samples were taught while instructing eight memory strategies explicitly as the treatment of the study. In 
the second experimental group, the episodes were taught along with instructing eight cognitive strategies. In the control 
group, the conventional techniques were used for teaching IELTS listening samples. The point was that all the passages 
were chosen randomly from the IELTS passages included in IELTS sample tests. 
C.  Instruments 
Three instruments were used to collect data. The first instrument used was a language proficiency test to help the 
researcher select homogenous participants for the study. The second instrument was an IELTS listening pre-test, which 
was administered before presenting the treatment since the candidates were expected to be homogeneous in listening 
comprehension as well. The third instrument was an identical IELTS listening comprehension test used as a posttest 
which was administered to the participants after the treatment to see if the treatment would have any effect on the 
participants' performance in listening comprehension. 
D.  Procedure 
At first, 100 IELTS candidates from Afarinesh Institute were randomly selected. Having selected the homogeneous 
candidates through using a proficiency test, the researcher assigned the participants randomly into three groups. Then, a 
listening comprehension pretest was administered to the three groups to account for their homogeneity in listening 
comprehension before the treatment. 
The first group was taught eight memory strategies, which took around 16 sessions. Eight memory strategies of 
‘grouping’, ‘associating or elaborating’, ‘placing new words into a context’, ‘using imagery’, ‘semantic mapping’, 
‘using keywords’, ‘structured reviewing’, and ‘using mechanical techniques’(Oxford, 1990 cited in Brown, 2007, p.141) 
were instructed to the candidates explicitly. They learned each strategy in one session, and practiced to implement the 
strategies while they practiced IELTS listening samples during the treatment. The researchers provided the candidates 
with an awareness of the strategy because the purpose was not to follow "blind training" of the strategy, whereas they 
were expected to learn the strategy explicitly, and be able to use it practically in different contexts. Depending on the 
theme of listening episodes, the researchers helped the candidates to apply the strategies they had learned where they 
could find it useful and effective. 
The second group, however, received eight cognitive strategies in the second experimental group. Eight cognitive 
strategies of ‘highlighting’, ‘summarizing’, ‘taking notes’, ‘transferring’, ‘translating’, ‘analyzing expressions’, ‘getting 
the idea quickly’, and ‘recombining’ (Oxford, 1990 cited in Brown, 2007, p.141) were instructed to them explicitly. 
Like the first experimental group, these candidates learned each strategy in a session, but practiced them spirally during 
the 16 sessions while practicing IELTS listening samples. The participants were taught to learn each single cognitive 
strategy explicitly every session, and be able to implement it in the new situations. In any possible context, in which 
they could find useful or effective, they were encouraged to use the strategies autonomously. 
The third group, that is, the control group received the conventional methods which are usual in IELTS preparation 
programs. Regarding the listening comprehension, they attempted to listen to the text and answer the questions 
afterward. The researcher was made sure that in the control group, the prevalent current method in teaching listening 
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comprehension was utilized. They did not practice memory and/or cognitive strategies as their counterparts in the two 
experimental groups did. 
As the next step, a listening posttest was administered to the three groups to measure their listening comprehension 
after the treatment. The listening comprehension test was an identical test compared with the pretest in order to 
minimize the practice effect. All the participants in the three groups were given the same time restriction to take the 
tests based on a uniform procedure to eliminate any fluctuation due to the test rubrics. The test scores were analyzed in 
order to detect any probable difference between the three groups. 
III.  RESULTS 
A.  The Analysis of the Pretests 
At first, it was necessary to check the homogeneity of the participants in language proficiency in general and 
listening comprehension in particular. The three groups showed not to be significantly different based on the ANOVA 
results. 
 
TABLE 1. 
ANOVA RESULTS FOR THE PRETESTS 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
LPT 
Between Groups 39.79 2 19.90 1.499 .229 
Within Groups 1128.21 85 13.27   
Total 1168.00 87    
Listening1 
Between Groups 3.38 2 1.69 .653 .523 
Within Groups 220.35 85 2.59   
Total 223.74 87    
 
Before starting the treatment, the researcher had to check for the homogeneity of the participants in listening 
comprehension. The researcher used ANOVA and detected that the difference between the three groups was not 
statistically significant. Thus, the researcher could start presenting the treatment to the candidates. The treatment was of 
two types: teaching eight memory strategies to one experimental group, and teaching eight cognitive strategies to the 
other experimental group. 
B.  The Analysis of the Listening Post- Test 
The present study focused on the explicit instruction of eight memory and eight cognitive strategies in the two 
experimental groups, while in the control group, the participants were exposed to the same oral content and practiced 
the traditional or prevalent techniques used for listening comprehension. After finishing the treatment in 16 sessions, the 
researcher compared the listening comprehension mean scores of the three groups to detect whether they have shown 
significant difference or not. ANOVA was used and the results revealed that the difference among the groups was 
statistically significant. 
 
TABLE 2. 
ANOVA RESULTS FOR LISTENING POSTTEST 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 195.12 2 97.56 29.747 .000 
Within Groups 278.78 85 3.28   
Total 473.90 87    
 
ANOVA showed the difference between the groups is significant. To detect where the significant difference lies, 
there is a need to apply a Post Hoc Multiple Comparison for the same analysis. 
 
TABLE 3. 
A POST HOC (MULTIPLE COMPARISONS) ANALYSIS FOR THE LISTENING POSTTEST 
(I) groups (J) groups Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Exp group(memory strategies) 
Exp group(cognitive strategies) -.766 .460 .099 -1.68 0.14 
Control group 2.791 .485 .000 1.82 3.75 
Exp group(cognitive strategies) 
Exp group(memory strategies) .766 .460 .099 -.14 1.68 
Control group 3.557 .478 .000 2.60 4.50 
Control group 
Exp group(memory strategies) -2.791 .485 .000 -3.75 -1.82 
Exp group(cognitive strategies) -3.557 .478 .000 -4.50 -2.60 
 
Based on the Post Hoc comparison, the difference between the control group and the two experimental groups is 
statistically significant. It is concluded that teaching memory and cognitive strategies in the experimental groups made a 
significant difference in the candidates' listening comprehension in the posttest; that is, the treatment or the explicit 
instruction of memory and cognitive strategies was effective. 
However, the difference between the two experimental groups was not statistically significant. That is, the two 
different types of strategies had similar effect on the participants' listening comprehension. It is concluded that strategies 
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instruction, whether memory or cognitive, could improve the IELTS candidates' listening comprehension though not 
being  significantly different from one another. 
The role of gender in the study was also investigated. The aim was to detect whether male and female candidates 
show difference in their listening comprehension. To see whether gender could make a difference in listening, the 
researcher utilized one-way ANOVA. 
 
TABLE 6. 
ANOVA RESULTS FOR LISTENING PRE- AND POSTTEST BY GENDER 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Listening1 
Between Groups 3.59 1 3.59 1.402 .240 
Within Groups 220.15 86 2.56   
Total 223.74 87    
Listening2 
Between Groups 1.27 1 1.27 .232 .631 
Within Groups 472.63 86 5.49   
Total 473.90 87    
 
The results of ANOVA revealed that male and female candidates were not statistically different in their listening 
pretest and posttest. The values computed for each of the four measurements (sig=.240, and 0.631) are higher than 0.05; 
therefore, the difference is not statistically significant. 
IV.  DISCUSSION 
The first experimental group in which eight memory strategies were being taught outperformed the control group in 
which the learners used to practice the texts traditionally. Also, the other experimental group in which the learners 
practiced eight cognitive strategies during the treatment had also better listeners. The two experimental groups showed 
an improvement in their listening comprehension, but the inter-group difference was not statistically significant. It 
seemed that the two types of strategies, that is, memory and cognitive ones influenced the candidates' listening 
comprehension similarly. These two types of Strategies-Based Instruction (SBI) proved to be similarly decisive in 
IELTS candidates' performance in listening comprehension in comparison to the control group. Based on the test results, 
female and male EFL learners performed similarly in IELTS listening comprehension tests. 
The findings of the present study confirmed that ample evidence links strategy instruction to improved performance 
in learners’ language (Derry & Murphy 1986). It is concluded that strategy instruction has been linked to better reading 
(Hosenfeld, Arnold, Kirchofer, Laciura, & Wilson, l98l), improved speaking (O'Malley, Chamot & Walker, 1987) and 
more effective vocabulary acquisition (Cohen & Horowitz, 2002). 
The present study put emphasis on explicit strategies instruction, as proposed by Harris (2003), who compared four 
training models - O'Malley and Chamot (1990), Oxford (1990), Chamot et al. (1999) and Grenfell and Harris (1999). 
There are also additional models, such as in Macaro (2001) and Cohen and Horowitz (2002). There is clearly very 
considerable consensus among researchers and educators to strategy training. As Duffy (1993) states, listening 
strategies refer to those remedies which are used to solve problems that learners face in grasping meaning from the text. 
There is a wide range of listening strategies, from some micro text-based strategies, such as guessing the meaning of a 
word from context, to more conceptual macro strategies, such as subsuming the incoming information, or personalizing 
what they listened to. 
The findings of the present study confirmed the results of the studies done by Swain, (2000) who suggested that if 
strategy training involves verbalizing the strategies employed together with opportunity to use the strategies explicitly 
in the context of communicative activity, it can be effective, and Kitajima (1997), who suggested that students could 
successfully learn to use a strategy presented in an instruction program and that improved comprehension might be 
achieved at the same time, although a causal link could not be shown, and Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989) who 
investigated the impact of two metacognitive strategy approaches on comprehension which showed that both types of 
intervention improved comprehension. 
The results of the present study highlighted the findings of some studies in which Strategies-Based Instruction (SBI) 
was the concern of the researchers, such as Kusiak (2001) who carried out a metacognitive strategy-based instruction 
program, and proved how these two variables- metacognition and comprehension- were related to L2 language 
competence. Also, a complex Strategy-Based Instruction program was carried out by Dreyer and Nel (2003), in which 
they investigated the impact of metacognitive strategies instruction on two groups of students, and found that while 
learning to use metacognitive strategies, both successful and at-risk students showed a significant difference in their 
comprehension. 
The findings of the present study are different from those previous studies, in which the explicit instruction of 
strategies was not suggested for EFL learners.  Regarding teaching learner strategies, there is not complete uniformity 
among the researchers. It is clear that teaching learner strategies is not universally successful. Concerning the 
effectiveness of strategy training, Macaro (2006) claims that it is hard to come up with stable conclusion because of a 
lack of agreement in the intervention packages and how learning outcome is assessed. Or in an experiment done by 
Bialystok (1983b), the strategy training proved to be less effective in promoting either comprehension or vocabulary 
acquisition than the other two conditions in his study. Also, O'Malley and Chamot (1990) doing a study on the effects of 
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strategy training on the learners' performance on a listening and a speaking task, found no significant differences among 
the experimental groups. They found that a group taught 'functional planning' (a metacognitive strategy) outperformed 
both the control group and the other experimental group taught 'cooperation' (a social/affective strategy) in the speaking 
task. There was no effect for strategy training in the listening task. In a study, on the impact of strategy-based 
instruction on speaking in a foreign language, Cohen and Horowitz (2002) found that the experimental group 
outperformed the control group on only one of the three oral tasks in the posttest. 
Listening is described as an active process in all recent studies, in which listeners select and interpret information 
elicited from the oral discourse. Listeners attempt to understand what is going on and what the speaker expresses (Clark 
& Clark, 1977; Mendelsohn & Rubin, 1995; Richards, 1983). Language teachers attempt to help listeners integrate their 
world knowledge and linguistic knowledge to be able to process the information through listening process. According to 
Mendelsohn & Rubin (1995), language teachers should feel responsible to help their students develop listening 
comprehension through using strategies not merely providing a chance for them to listen. 
The concern of previous studies was to investigate whether listening strategy instruction through using a quantitative 
method has any impact on listening comprehension. However, recently listening strategy instruction has been carried 
out in various contexts ranging from child language learners to adult learners, from EFL contexts to ESL contexts, and 
from primary school level to college level. Although these studies were subject to small sample size and short research 
period, their general findings confirmed that listening strategy training will result in better understanding and use of 
strategies and better listening comprehension. Future researchers are expected to investigate Strategy-Based Instruction 
(SBI) from a triangulated view; that is, from teachers’ effectiveness, from experts’ perception, and from learners’ actual 
and autonomous use of listening strategies. 
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